Application No. 10/625,652 

Reply to Office Action of December 3, 2004 

REMARKS/ARGUMENT 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as currently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-6, 8-12, and 15-18 are currently pending. The present amendment amends 
Claims 1-4, 7-1 1, and 15-18 without the introduction of any new matter (note the 
specification at page 13, lines 22-24, for example); and cancels Claims 14 and 19 without 
prejudice or disclaimer. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Applicant's claim for foreign priority was 
acknowledged, but parts of the filed certified copy of the 2002-217592 application filed in 
Japan on July 26, 2002, were noted to be missing. Claim 14 was objected to because of 
informalities. Claims 1 and 4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Parkyn. Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,806,955, hereinafter "Parkyn"). Claims 14-17 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Steiner et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,748,828, hereinafter " Sterner "). Claims 2 and 3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Parkyn . Claims 5 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Parkyn in view of Vriens (U.S. Patent No. 4,882,617). Claims 7-1 1 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parkyn . Claims 12 and 13 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parkyn in view of Vriens . 
Claims 18 and 19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Steiner 
in view of Vriens . 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for the courtesy of a telephonic interview conducted 
on January 4, 2005. In the interview, Applicant stated that the certified copy of the 2002- 
217592 application filed in Japan on July 26, 2002, was filed in its entirety. The Examiner 
stated he only had a few pages in his possession and no evidence of the official seal/ribbon. 
Applicant explained that obtaining a second certified copy from Japan would be difficult and 
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lengthy, and proposed to submit all evidence of filing along with copies of the first few pages 
of the certified application, which were kept in Applicant's records. Therefore, enclosed are 
a filing receipt dated July 24, 2003, acknowledging the request for priority and receipt of the 
priority document, a utility patent application transmittal form acknowledging receipt of the 
certified copy of the priority document, the request priority with which the certified 
application was submitted, and copies of the first four pages of the certified application, 
including the cover page which shows the official seal/ribbon. The Examiner stated in the 
interview that the copy of the cover page showing the official seal/ribbon, in particular, along 
with the other documents would probably suffice to demonstrate that the certified copy was 
filed. Accordingly, these documents are respectfully submitted in support of Applicant's 
claim that the certified copy of the 2002-217592 application was properly filed. 

In response to the objection to Claim 14, Claim 14 has been incorporated into Claim 
1 8 in a way that avoids any lack of necessary antecedent basis. Accordingly, no further 
objection on this basis is anticipated. 

Briefly recapitulating, Applicant's invention, as recited in Claim 1, is directed to a 
planar light source device including a plurality of light sources each configured to emit 
different colors of light having different light emission angular distribution; and a light guide 
plate configured to receive the different colors of light having the different light emission 
angular distribution from the plurality of light sources at a side face and to distribute the light 
over a surface thereof 

In response to the rejection of Claims 1 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection and traverses the rejection as discussed 
next. 

The outstanding Office Action's rejection is based on the position that the Parkyn 
light sources (LEDs) inherently "would have an emission angle that differs from one another 
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given that the location of the light sources are not the same." 1 However, Applicant 
respectfully submits that this position is insufficient to show that the Parkyn light sources 
inherently provide the claimed different light emission angular distributions because it fails to 
show "that the alleged inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the 
applied prior art" 2 Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed light emission angular 
distributions cannot be asserted to be inherent in Parkyn . 

The light emission angular distribution of base Claim 1, as explained in the 
specification, is made different by mounting a refraction member like the acrylic lens 2 on the 
emission surface of the lens 1 , 3 It is the refraction provided by this member that provides the 
different light angular distributions. The location of a source has absolutely nothing to do 
with its associated light emission angular distribution. For example, as illustrated in Fig. 3A 
and discussed on page 14, lines 4-12, one could have a large curvature, dome-shaped acrylic 
lens 2R resulting in highly directional light, or a flat acrylic lens 2B resulting in wider light 
emission, or an intermediate curvature lens 2G resulting in an intermediate light directivity. 
Fig. 3B illustrates the light emission angular distribution of light. Fig. 3C further illustrates 
other possible shapes while page 15, lines 6-10 note the use of refractive members having 
different refractive index values. 

Therefore, Parkyn fails to teach or suggest every feature recited in base independent 
Claim 1 and Claim 4 that depends from Claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 

*See the outstanding Office Action at page 3, item 6. 

2 See MPEP 21 12 (emphasis in original) (citation omitted). See also same section stating that "[t]he fact that a 
certain result or characteristic may occur or be present in the prior art is not sufficient to establish the inherency 
of that result or characteristic," (emphasis in original). See also In re Robertson, 49 USPQ2d 1949, 1951 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999) ("[t]o establish inherency, the extrinsic evidence 'must make clear that the missing descriptive matter 
is necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, and that it would be so recognized by persons of 
ordinary skill,'" citing Continental Can Co. v. Monsanto Co. . 948 F2d 1264, 1268, 20 USPQ2d 1746, 1749 (Fed. 
Cir. 1991); and "[i]nherency, however, may not be established by probabilities or possibilities. The mere fact 
that a certain thing may result from a given set of circumstances is not sufficient," Id. at 1269 (citation omitted)). 

3 See the specification at page 14, line 21 - page 15, line 10, for example. 
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traverses, and requests reconsideration of, the rejection of Claims 1 and 4 as being anticipated 
by Parkyn . 4 

In response to the rejection of Claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection should be withdrawn in light of the above argument. 
Parkyn was applied to Claim 1, but Parkyn does not in fact teach all the limitations of base 
Claim 1, as demonstrated above, and the Office Action does not provide a reference that 
would teach the above mentioned feature of Claim 1 . It is therefore respectfully requested 
that the rejection of Claims 2 and 3 be withdrawn. 

Furthermore, the Office Action states on page 5 that it would have been obvious to 
modify the emission surface with different facets corresponding to a specific light wavelength 
to ensure proper light distribution. Applicant respectfully submits that whereas Parkyn 
proposes a variety of lenses, there is no mention of using different lenses with different 
colors. Moreover, this would not be obvious at all without the benefit of exposure to the 
specification of the current application. 

In response to the rejection of Claims 5 and 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection should be withdrawn in light of the above argument. 
Parkyn was applied to Claim 1, but Parkyn does not in fact teach all the limitations of Claim 
1 , as demonstrated above. Moreover, Vriens does not teach the above mentioned feature of 
Claim 1 not taught by Parkyn . Accordingly, Parkyn and Vriens , whether taken alone or in 
combination, do not teach all the limitations of Claim 1 . It is therefore respectfully requested 
that the rejection of Claims 5 and 6 be withdrawn. 



See MPEP 2 13 1 : "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference," (Citations omitted) (emphasis added). 
See also MPEP 2143.03: "All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim 
against the prior art." 
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In response to the rejection of Claims 7-1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicant 
amended Claim 7 to recite "a plurality of refractors, each of the refractors being configured to 
refract light from each of the plurality of light sources, wherein: a shape of each of the 
refractors is different for each color of the plurality of light sources; and a refraction angle of 
each of the refractors is different for each color of the plurality of light sources." 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Parkvn patent discloses a planar light source 
device including a plurality of light sources emitting different colors of light and a TIR lens 
mounted on a side surface of the light guide for changing the direction of illumination from 
the plurality of light sources. However, the Parkvn patent does not disclose a refractor 
having a different shape for different light sources emitting different colors of light. There is 
no teaching or suggestion in Parkvn that the shape of the TIR lens is changed according to 
emitted light color. Moreover, there is no reason or motivation in Parkvn , other than 
examination in hindsight of Applicant's specification, for having a refractor having a 
different shape for different light sources emitting different colors of light. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that Parkvn does not teach all the 
limitations of amended independent Claim 7. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits 
that Claim 7 and all associated dependent Claims are patentable over Parkvn . 

In response to the rejection of Claims 12 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection in light of the above arguments regarding independent 
Claim 7. Furthermore, the Office Action admits that Parkvn does not teach the subject matter 
of Claims 12 and 13, but asserts that Vriens cures the deficiencies of Parkvn . More 
specifically, the Office Action asserts that Vriens teaches a liquid crystal display having a 
liquid crystal as an electro-optical medium present between two parallel substrates wherein 
light transmits through a phosphor and interference layers that filters and emits a hue with 
purity and contrast. The Office Action further asserts that it would have been obvious to 
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modify the liquid crystal display of Parkyn to incorporate the panel with two substrates of 
Vriens in order to improve overall brightness and color purity. Applicant respectfully 
submits, that even if this assertion were correct, a liquid display device "wherein different 
refraction angles for different colors of light are provided in order that wavelength 
dependence of transmittance at a viewing direction in the liquid crystal panel is canceled out 
by wavelength dependence of luminance at the viewing direction in the planar light source 
device" would still not be taught. Applicant respectfully submits that "improve overall 
brightness and color purity" is a vague statement whose actual significance cannot really be 
ascertained whereas "different refraction angles for different colors of light are provided in 
order that wavelength dependence of transmittance at a viewing direction in the liquid crystal 
panel is canceled out by wavelength dependence of luminance" is a clear statement which is 
neither disclosed nor suggested in any of the cited references. In particular, "canceled out" 
teaches a level of quantification that cannot be taught by a qualitative teaching such as the 
one asserted to be disclosed in Vriens . Further, the Office Action states that devices to 
"cancel out undesired wavelengths of light at certain locations for a desired output" are 
commonly known in the art. Applicant respectfully point out that Claim 12 does not recite 
undesired wavelengths that are canceled out, but rather a wavelength dependence of 
transmittance that is canceled out by a wavelength dependence of luminance. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that Parkyn and Vriens, whether alone or in 
combination, do not teach all the limitations of amended independent Claim 12. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 12 and all associated dependent 
Claims are patentable over Parkyn and Vriens . 

In response to the rejection of Claims 18 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Claims 14 
and 19 have been incorporated into Claim 18 and Claims 15-17 have been amended to 
depend from Claim 18. Claims 14 and 19 have been canceled. The Office Action admits that 
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Steiner does not teach the subject matter of Claims 12 and 13, but asserts that Vriens cures 
the deficiencies of Steiner , The reasoning above also applies to the combination of Vriens 
and Steiner asserted to remedy the admitted failure of Steiner to teach the subject matter of 
amended Claim 1 8 since Claim 1 8 recites a hologram "arranged in order that wavelength 
dependence of transmittance at a viewing direction in the liquid crystal panel is canceled out 
by wavelength dependence of luminance at the viewing direction in the planar light source 



Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that Steiner and Vriens, whether alone or in 
combination, do not teach all the limitations of amended independent Claim 18. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 1 8 and all associated dependent 
Claims are patentable over Steiner and Vriens . 

In response to the rejection of Claims 14-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection is moot in light of the cancellation of Claim 14. 

Consequently, in view of the present amendment, no further issues are believed to be 
outstanding in the present application, and the present application is believed to be in 
condition for formal Allowance. 
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